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Abstract

Online public shamings are a contemporary phenomenon in which someone’s wrongdoing
is publicized online, attracting the attention of a mass audience, which reacts to it, shaming the
person and pressuring employers and business partners to cut ties with the culprit. Trying to avoid
prejudgements on the phenomenon’s ethics, this thesis explores how online public shamings
develop. The investigation starts by defining the phenomenon based on five empirical cases and
on the existing literature. Based on this definition and initial characteristics, two other similar
phenomena were approached from a theoretical perspective, in search of a comprehensive lens for
the online public shamings: moral crusades and charivaris. Based on these two phenomena, online
public shamings were conceptualized as movements of deviance creation, in which online
imagined communities battle to extend their rules and values to opposing publics, and at the same
time they punish an individual for breaking a cherished value. By using mixed methods to analyse
Twitter data, a single case study was developed. The empirical analysis revealed that online
shamers are composed of several different groups, with different types of interests, both
opportunistic and righteous. In the latter group, Black Twitter revealed itself as morally engaged
with expanding anti-racist rules in American society. The punishment of the shamed, in this sense,
represents another episode in a larger movement for social equality in America. The process of
deviance creation, nonetheless, is marked by the use of punishment as entertainment and the
imposition of rules and consequences without any democratic due process. Even though more
research is needed to expand the conclusions of this work, this case study provides an initial

framework for the development of basic aspects of online public shamings.
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction

Russia is being cancelled: countries imposed economic sanctions on it, along with
“companies and social activist groups” which can “pile on their own sanctions and boycotts,
without any government orders...” (Friedman, 2022, emphasis in the original). Liz Cheney was
cancelled too, by her own Republican Party, which voted her out as their #3 choice for leader for

speaking against Donald Trump (Milbank, 2021).

And these are the politically cancelled. In the art world, the examples are plenty: “Maus”,
by Art Spiegelman, was cancelled in Tennessee’s McMinn County by the school board; the
board understood that the Holocaust depiction of Spiegelman normalized sexuality, nudity and
vulgar language (Vick, 2022). Dr. Seuss Enterprises, which manages Dr. Seuss’s legacy
(deceased in 1991), decided to stop printing five of his books because they contained racist
imagery (CBC Kids News, 2021). Gone with the Wind... was taken out of HBO’s catalogue for
its “ethnic and racial prejudices” (BBC, 2020). Monteiro Lobato, the father of Brazilian youth
literature, who died in 1948, was also cancelled because of racist portrayals in his works
(Valente, 2022). Maybe that is just historical justice, since Lobato himself had cancelled Anita
Malfatti, by writing a newspaper opinion article comparing her 1917 art exposition to furuncles

and paintings made by psychiatric patients (Diaz, 2022)

Children’s authors who have been cancelled are accompanied by J.K. Rowling, who was
cancelled due to transphobic comments on Twitter (Luu, 2020). One of the main stars of the
Harry Potter franchise, Johnny Depp, said he was also a victim of cancel culture, after allegations
of domestic violence against his now ex-wife, Amber Heard (Grater, 2021). And Johnny Depp is
not the only media mogul who has been cancelled: Harvey Weinstein, Woody Allen and others

were cancelled during #MeToo (Jungjohann, 2021).



In higher education, cancellations are abundant: David Acevedo (2022) even keeps track
of all such cases in Canada and the United States since June 2020. The list had 294 cases in May
2025, ranging from a professor who called a student “Mr. Chinaman” to another who defended
the use of the term “Minor-Attracted People” to distinguish non-sex-offenders from sex-
offenders (pedophiles), to a professor who mixed up the names of two black students and
apologized through a way-too-long email. Students, of course, also cancel other students: the
Black students organizations of several public universities in Brazil exposed online white
students who had falsely declared being Black in order to take advantage of higher education

admission quotas (Correio Braziliense, 2020)

And there are the unknown, private people who get cancelled for something they said or
did, like Justine Sacco tweeting a joke perceived as racist (Ronson, 2015a) or Manuel Cafferty
cracking his knuckles while in traffic, but being perceived as doing a white power symbol
(Gstalter, 2020). Melissa Rein Lively’s became infamous after she attacked a mask stand in a
Target store in Arizona, because of her belief in QAnon conspiracy theories related to COVID

(Andrews, 2020)

All these cases were labelled as cancellations or, at least, part of cancel culture. They are,
however, extremely different: some are about unknown, private individuals who are not public
figures, others about celebrities who do something wrong. Some cases tackle education:
universities and their faculty and students, while others tackle banned books and artworks.
Finally, some cases that traditionally would be considered political retaliation and accountability
are also called cancellations nowadays. Some of the cancelled are countries, some are dead,
some are alive; some, finally, are simply objects, like books and movies. Some cancellations are

current, while others happened more than a century ago.



For some people, cancel culture does not exist: it is simply a term used as a “bogeyman”
to explain away bad behaviour, when what is actually being demanded is responsibility for one’s
actions — consequence culture (Schwartz, n.d.). In this way, the expression “cancel culture,” for
some, became a shorthand for progressive demands that conservatives do not like (Hobbes,

2022).

In this thesis, my focus is quite small compared to all the possible meanings of cancel
culture. I am interested in a specific kind of phenomenon, which, as I show in Chapter 2, here is
named online public shaming: when someone’s wrongdoing is publicized online, attracting the
attention of a mass audience, which reacts to it, shaming the person and pressuring employers
and business partners to cut ties with the culprit. As such, the phenomenon represents only a
small fraction of everything that has been labelled as cancel culture. In this work, the
phenomenon is best exemplified by Justine Sacco, who tweeted “Going to Africa. Hope I don’t
get AIDS. Just kidding. I’'m white!”” on December 20, 2013, before boarding a flight to South
Africa. In 12 hours, she became a world-trending topic as well as the subject of thousands of
jokes, besides receiving death and rape threats. After landing, she was fired by her employer.
Sacco is probably one of the most massive examples of online public shaming, but there is no
lack of similar cases, be it with private people or celebrities: exposing people on the internet to

pay for their misdeeds is now a common practice, on bigger or smaller scale.

Cases such as Sacco’s lead to many questions, especially considering the ideological
contours that cancel culture in general and online public shamings in particular have received in
recent years. In relation to online public shamings, one might ask: are they connected to one side
of the political spectrum — the progressive left or the conservative right? Is there a specific

demographic that is more targeted by them — women, or people of colour? Who is shamed:



private people or celebrities? Is shaming an accountability tool to be used against powerful
people? Is it part of larger social movements? Why do some incidents lead to online public
shaming while others do not? Who shames: the people who react to the wrongdoing or the
employers who fire the shamed person? Are there other people involved? What is the role of
traditional media? What about the state? How do shamers organize and communicate? What do
shamers want? What do they talk about when shaming? Are the consequences the same for all
shamed people? Can people resist an online public shaming? How do online public shamings
develop? What starts them? What makes them go viral? How long do they last? Is there violence
involved? Physical or symbolic? Is the wrongdoing prior to the attacks or vice versa? Does the

wrongdoing need to be real for an online public shaming to happen? What if it is not?

At the beginning of this research (2019), the literature was very incipient in answering
these and other questions. With time, works started being published about the theme, but most of
the academic works published about the topic do not use systematic empirical material to
understand it, and they have very varied focuses. For example, Bouvier (2020) studies the
cancellation of private individuals caught in vexatious situations, while Lewis and Christin (2022)
study cancel culture within the context of Youtubers and platform celebrity drama, and Clark
(2020) states that cancel culture focuses mostly on celebrities and powerful people. While Clark
sees the phenomenon in a mostly positive light, as a cry for justice from marginalized
counterpublics, Marwick (2021, 2023) understands that minorities are the main target of morally
motivated networked harassment, Saint-Louis (2021) understands that cancelling is the act of
employers, and Day and Halborow (2021) criticize the phenomenon for giving managers tools to

silence left-wing employees. Aitchson and Meckled-Garcia (2021), on their turn, criticize online



public shamings for tarnishing the person not the wrongdoing, and for not following due process

rules.

Furthermore, the academic debate is dominated by and soaked in ethical discussions, being
hard to separate the empirical analyses from ethical considerations. Marwick (2023), for example,
denominates the phenomenon “morally motivated networked harassment”, because “The word
[harassment] itself makes clear who is the good guy and who is bad” (p. 105). Clark (2020) justifies
the phenomenon since “Not every critique can come wrapped up in niceties and polite speech. Nor
should it. Sometimes, the urgency and weight of oppression require us to immediately cry out” (p.
89). Pfaus (2023) calls cancel culture a “cancer”, while Dyberg (2024) states that cancel culture is
“unthinkable without a high-profile friend/enemy orientation fueling resentful and self-righteous
activism” (p. 194). While a critical standpoint is interesting and necessary, assuming a point of
view before understanding the phenomenon muddles the waters for an analytical description that

is sociologically relevant.

Having this in mind, the need for a thick description (Geertz, 1973) of the phenomenon
became clear. Analyzing how the phenomenon develops, fomented by whom, with which
strategies, organization, and objectives would already contribute to the understanding of it. In this
way, this thesis is interested in answering the following research question: how do online public

shamings develop?

Due to the scarce literature and its hyper-focus on ethical aspects of cancel culture, the
research was conducted initially by drawing basic aspects of the phenomenon from empirical
evidence. I selected five cases to be analyzed in order to define the phenomenon. In Chapter 2
(“The Many Names and Shapes of Cancel Culture: Defining the Phenomenon”), I will present

and define the subject based on these five cases and on the existing literature. In this way, I will



also present how various nomenclatures have been used for the phenomenon at hand, without
much discussion within the scholarship about why one name would be better than others. I will
also approach different perspectives of the phenomenon and corresponding definitions and show
how the literature is far from addressing the topic in a unified manner. To define the
phenomenon, then, I will analyze and compare the cases of Amy Cooper (2020), Justine Sacco
(2013), Lindsey Stone (2012), J.K. Rowling (2020) and Adria Richards (2013). By using these
cases, | aim to illustrate, delineate and characterize what type of phenomenon is being studied
here; this analysis is aided especially by the work of Marwick (2021, 2023) and Aitchison and
Meckled-Garcia (2021). From the latter authors, I adopted the nomenclature online public

shaming, but, as I will show, the concept is developed differently from them.

Once I outline a basic understanding of what online public shaming is, I present theories
and similar phenomena that can help explain it empirically and theoretically. A first phenomenon
that called my attention as a possible point of comparison is that of moral crusades, which I
investigate in Chapter 3 (“Defining Society’s Moral Reality, Defining Deviance”). The subject of
studies by authors like Gusfield (1963), Becker (1963), and Zurcher et al. (1971), moral crusades
had three characteristics that showed potential as a means to learn about online public shamings:
their righteousness, their objective of extending a rule to all society, and the willingness of their
participants to use any means possible to make that happen. I will show that the concepts of
deviance, interest, rule creation, rule enforcement, moral and opportunistic participation (Becker,
1963), and also the debate over who the moral crusaders are, be it elites, grassroots or interest
groups (Goode & Ben-Yehuda, 2009; Jenkins, 1992) allowed me to better delineate the
phenomenon and envision who participates in it. In this way, the third Chapter is the result of

trying to understand the phenomenon’s relationship with the rules that constitute society and the



righteous approach of shamers to them. Based on Becker (1963) and others, I develop the
comparison between online public shamings and moral crusades as phenomena in which groups,
gathering means and support, push for the extension of a certain cherished rule or value to the
entirety of society. I argue, along with Goode and Ben-Yehuda (2009), that moral crusades are the
product of grassroots movements that organize through interest groups, not discarding the possible

participation of elites.

The concepts brought by studies of moral crusades helped me understand online public
shamings in their role of moulding society’s moral reality. Nonetheless, moral crusades and their
related concepts are very much focused on activities of rule creation. The analysis, nonetheless,
shows that online public shamings are also strong instruments of rule enforcement, in a dual sense:
applying a rule and its sanction to a specific case and serving as an example of behaviour to the
community in general. The specific mechanisms of enforcement, therefore, still needed specific
scholarly attention. To investigate online public shamings as rule enforcement, I decided to look
into a tendency in the online public shaming literature: the constant reference to pre-modern forms
of punishment as a comparison to the contemporary phenomenon. These comparisons are usually
made briefly and without much investigation. In Chapter 4 (“The Charivari”), I examine the
specific ways in which an online public shaming functions as rule enforcement by comparing it to
a family of historic phenomena: the charivari. The charivari worked throughout centuries as a
community-based, public form of punishment that largely relied on laughter, shame and violence.
I argue that the current phenomenon is a similar form of public shaming punishment that is used

as much to set an example to the community and entertain the crowd as to correct wrongdoing.

Having the concepts of moral crusades and charivaris in mind, I outline the methodology

in Chapter 5 (“Methods”™). I propose a single case study — the online public shaming of Justine



Sacco. To study this case, I purchased a dataset containing more than 50,000 tweets containing
the hashtag #HasJustineLandedYet. This data was submitted to network analysis in order to
select the most mentioned users in the network and the most repeated tweets. In this way, | was
able to select 666 messages in the network to be thematically coded and then submitted to a

double analysis.

Firstly, I inductively described the network, framing its main types of discourse:
informative, righteous, entertaining and metadiscourse. This inductive analysis is mainly
contained in Chapter 6 (“The Reaction to the Tweet and the Reaction to the Reaction: The Many
Conversations around Justine Sacco”). With the inductive analysis, it is possible to conclude that,
indeed, the users judge Sacco and her tweet, and they consider the consequences imposed on her
to be just. Nonetheless, it is also visible that online public shamings also works as a form of
entertainment. Finally, the analysis shows that the users are well aware of the power of public
shaming — a topic they ponder out loud.

Secondly, I applied the concepts developed about moral crusades and charivaris to the
data in a deductive process. In Chapter 7 (“Online Public Shaming”), I attempt to show how
Sacco’s shaming is a full process of deviance creation, in which grassroots movements, interest
groups and elites organize through networks and hashtags to advance moral and opportunistic
agendas. Sacco’s case works as a great example of how anti-racism is necessary in America, and
how, for some Twitter users, her shaming is a way of politicizing the individual, extending anti-
racist rules to the entire society. Her shaming, nonetheless, is also a form of rule enforcement
greatly resembling charivaris, in which shame, humour, and violence are used with the self-

perceived righteous intentions to punish Sacco and transform her into an outsider.



Lastly, in Chapter 8 (“Final Remarks”), I consider how Sacco’s case represents the
phenomenon or not, and how much of it can be extended to the other four cases examined in this

thesis and other cases beyond.
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CHAPTER 2: The Many Names and Shapes of Cancel Culture: Defining the

Phenomenon

As can be seen, “what is a cancellation?” and “what is an online public shaming?” are
confusing questions; defining the phenomena under study in this thesis, thus, is necessary before
moving on to any kind of analysis. Out of everything that is called “cancellation”,” what is the
object of study here? In other words, it is necessary to ask how to define and differentiate this
research object among so many similar and homonymous phenomena? What are its
characteristics? The main objective of this chapter is to delimit not what cancellations or cancel
culture are in general, but the type of event that constitutes the research subject — online public
shamings. That is, in all those cases that are called cancellations and briefly described in the first
chapter, only a few present the characteristics that are of interest here for building the concept of

online public shaming.

To tackle these questions, I will start by observing, empirically, five representative cases.
In this chapter, these cases are described in detail, using a collage of media sources. After the
descriptions, the characteristics that unite the cases shall become more apparent (or not),
delimiting the type of event investigated here and differentiating it from homonymous others that
are often called cancellations as well. For that, I will also turn to literature that addresses this
specific kind of event, observing what authors have already pointed out as relevant
characteristics. I will also use the literature to reflect on the phenomenon’s nomenclature. The
cases are Amy Cooper (2020), Justine Sacco (2013), Lindsay Stone/Jamie Schuh (2012), J.K.

Rowling (2020), and Adria Richards/#Donglegate (2013).
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1. The Central Park Birdwatching Incident (Amy Cooper, 2020)

1.1. Context and shamed person

According to the New York Times journalist Sarah Maslin Nir (2020b), the initial
incident, which happened on May 25, 2020, involved Christian Cooper, a black man who lived
in the Lower East Side of New York City and had the habit of going to Central Park to
birdwatch. The shamed person was Amy Cooper, a Canadian white woman, owner of a cocker
spaniel named “Henry” (Christian and Amy have the same last name but they are not related). At
the time of the incident, she was head of insurance portfolio management at Franklin Templeton.
On that day, Amy left home to walk Henry in Central Park. Both Amy and Christian went to an
area of the park called the Ramble, which is considered one of the top spots for birdwatching in
the USA; there, dogs must always be leashed, so they do not disturb fauna and flora (Simpson,

2020).

This rule had allegedly caused confrontations between dog owners and birdwatchers since at
least 2015, according to Bari Weiss (Honestly with Bari Weiss, n.d.). Christian, an avid
birdwatcher, had said in a local community meeting that he had been assaulted twice in
confrontations with dog owners and that he had been filming dog owners who did not comply
with the leash rule. Because of the disrespect of the rule by dog owners, Christian used to carry

dog treats, in his words, “...for such intransigence.” (Simpson, 2020).

1.2. The fact and its publicization

On the day of the encounter on the Ramble, Christian was birdwatching and, according to

his account on his Facebook profile, Amy arrived with the dog, which was “...tearing through
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the plantings”, as narrated by Simpson (2020). Christian says that he asked her to put the dog on

a leash, but that she refused, because that was the only area where the dog could exercise.

According to Amy, when she arrived at the Ramble she heard this “...loud booming
voice behind [her], screaming something to the effect of get out of here, you shouldn’t be here”
(Honestly with Bari Weiss, n.d., Section 17m40s). She said that Christian looked annoyed and
upset that she was there, and that she immediately tried to grab her dog. However, he then said
something that sounded like a threat (Honestly with Bari Weiss, n.d.). Indeed, in Christian’s
account, due to her refusal to leash the dog, he said to her: “Look, if you’re going to do what you
want, I’'m going to do what I want, but you’re not going to like it”, to which she answered:
“What’s that?” (Simpson, 2020). Amy said to Weiss’s (n.d.) podcast that she did not know what
he meant, whether it was a threat to her or her dog; she also noticed that Christian had a bike
helmet, which she feared he could use against her. Amy later revealed that she had been a victim
of a sexual assault when she was 19. She said that, during the encounter with Christian, this past

event from her life came back to her mind.

Christian says that he was simply going to offer the dog a treat, saying “Come here,

started recording a video with his phone; for him, this was when the encounter took a “...dark
turn” (Simpson, 2020). Amy said later that, when Christian started recording the video, his
demeanour changed, from an imposing man to someone who was her victim, which made her

even more confused (Honestly with Bari Weiss, n.d.).

In the video, made available by Christian on Facebook and on Twitter by his sister,
Melody Cooper (2020b) , Amy is finishing leashing the dog and asks Christian to stop recording

her. She approaches him, carrying the dog by the collar, saying: “Sir, I am asking you to stop”, to
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which he answers: “Please, don’t come close to me”. She asks again for him to stop recording,
and says she is going to “...call the cops”. Christian says, “Please, call the cops”, and she
responds, “I am going to tell them that there is an African American man threatening my life”.
“Please, tell them whatever you like!” he responds. She calls the police and informs them that
she is in Central Park, where an African American man is threatening her and her dog. She
repeats the information. In the video, the dog is trying to get loose, since it is being hanged by its
collar, suffocating. Amy repeats the information on the phone, yelling, looking more distressed
as time passes. In a later interview, Amy explained that she became more and more hysterical
because the connection to 911 kept breaking up, so the emergency service could not hear her; she
also said that she used the expression “African American” as merely descriptive (Honestly with
Bari Weiss, n.d.). Finally, in the video (M. Cooper, 2020b) she puts the dog on the ground and

leashes it. To this, Christian says, “Thank you” and stops recording.

Amy said, in an interview for Weiss (n.d.) that after putting her dog on the leash, a man
walked up to the Ramble and, while Christian disappeared, the man accompanied Amy to the
road, where they waited for the police. The police came, talked to Amy for two minutes, and

after that she went home.

The video was posted by Christian (Simpson, 2020) and Melody Cooper (2020b) on the

same day. Melody posted the video along with the comment:

Oh, when Karens take a walk with their dogs off leash in the famous Bramble [sic] in NY’s Central Park,
where it is clearly posted on signs that dogs MUST be leashed at all times, and someone like my brother (an
avid birder) politely asks her to put her dog on the leash (M. Cooper, 2020b).

On Twitter, the original video had, in 2021, more than 45,600,000 views, 490,000 likes,

132,000 retweets and 74,500 comments (M. Cooper, 2020b).



14

1.3. Reaction

After the video was posted, a person who knew Amy identified her, and her name started
trending on Twitter (Nir, 2020a). Later that day, Amy received a message from a friend saying
that there was a video from her circulating on the internet; the friend said: “You’ve got a
problem, Soledad O’Brien just tweeted to her million-plus fans... This is not gonna be good for
you” (Honestly with Bari Weiss, n.d.). Indeed, journalist Soledad O’Brien had retweeted the
video with the comment “In case you’re wondering if some people are willing to put the lives of
others at risk by calling the cops on them, and [sic] lying about the threat. Imagine doing this

KNOWING you are being recorded.” (O'Brien, 2020).

Amy, in an interview with the Bari Weiss podcast (2021), said that she started receiving
threatening messages and phone calls. She was doxed, that is, all her personal data (name, phone,
social media, employment details, etc.) was publicized online, and the Wikipedia page of Frank
Templeton, her employer, was altered to include the video. In the Bari Weiss interview, she read

one of the messages she had received following the Central Park Birdwatching Incident:

Amy Cooper, from New York, if that is indeed you in one of these videos, slit your wrists. You are a piece
of shit. Both the way you treated that man as well as the dog are clear that the world would be a better place
if you were no longer in it. You are pathetic and vile. Someone should put that leash around your neck and
drop you from one of those trees. I hope to God that they prosecute you for animal cruelty as well as lying
to Law Enforcement. Maybe in jail, you get treated as you deserve. If anyone deserves prison rape, it’s you.
Every breath you take is a breath better suited for someone else. You bring dishonour on you and the whole
humanity. A noble thing to do is to remove yourself from society as a whole, so please kill yourself (Weiss,
2020, Section 01h06m14s).

Internet sleuths found Amy’s profile dedicated to her dog Henry on Instagram and started
sharing and saving pictures in which the dog was injured, leading Amy to surrender the animal
back to its shelter (Nir, 2020a). Amy also called her family, instructing them to deny knowing
her or ever having a child with her name, and she also left her apartment to go to a safe house

(Weiss, 2021).
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On the same day as the Central Park birdwatching incident, George Floyd was killed by
the Minneapolis Police. The media compared the two cases: Amy was compared to the woman
who accused Emmett Till prior to Till’s lynching in 1945, and the media considered her
increased despair in the video to be a performance for the police (Honestly with Bari Weiss,

n.d.).

1.4. Consequences and shamed person’s reaction

On the day following the incident, Amy released an apology statement:

I want to apologize to Chris Cooper for my actions when I encountered him in Central Park yesterday. I
reacted emotionally and made false assumptions about his intentions when, in fact, I was the one who was
acting inappropriately by not having my dog on a leash. When Christian began offering treats to my dog
and confronted me in an area where there was no one else nearby and said, “You’re not going to like what
I’m going to do next,” I assumed we were being threatened when all he had intended to do was record our
encounter on his phone. He had every right to request that I leash my dog in an area where it was required. I
am well aware of the pain that misassumptions and insensitive statements about race cause and would never
have imagined that I would be involved in the type of incident that occurred with Christian. I hope that a
few mortifying seconds in a lifetime of forty years will not define me in his eyes and that he will accept

my sincere apology (A. Cooper, 2020).

Her employer, Franklin Templeton, had fired Amy earlier that day (Nir, 2020a). Later,
Amy fled the USA and went to an undisclosed location, where she still was when interviewed by
Kmele Foster for the Bari Weiss podcast (2021), more than a year later. Moreover, after the
online pressure and demonstrations in front of the Manhattan District Attorney Office, Amy was

charged with a misdemeanour for falsely filing a police report.

Christian appeared on the TV show The View with his sister and had his experience
praised by politicians such as Barack Obama (Nir, 2020b). To the New York Times and The View
(Nir, 2020b; The View, 2020), Christian declared that, in the moment of the incident, he refused
to be part of his own dehumanization; he also declared, however, that he was conflicted about the
consequences for Amy. In The View interview (2020), about the death threats Amy was

receiving, he made the point that, if people were against Amy calling the cops and, thus,
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threatening Christian’s life, it would be as wrong to threaten her life in return. He also said: “I
am uncomfortable with defining someone with seconds of what they’ve done. You know, it was
a stressful situation, she had a moment of very poor judgement... no excusing that it was a racist
act, because it was a racist act, but does that define her entire life? I don’t know, only she can tell
us if that defines her entire life, by what she does going forward and she has done in the past...”

(5m8s). He also accepted Amy’s apology during his interview on The View.

The charges against Amy were dropped after she completed therapy, including
instruction on racial bias (Pengelly, 2021). Christian chose not to cooperate with the prosecution
of the case due to his understanding that people should not focus on a single individual, and that
the incident was important to show the racial structural bias in the USA. Moreover, he said the
incident paled when compared to other cases of racial injustice, such as Washington D.C. not
achieving statehood (Helmore, 2021). In 2022, National Geographic announced that Christian
would host the show Extraordinary Birder, to be aired on Disney+ (Moynihan, 2022). Christian

won a daytime Emmy Award in 2023 for the show.

2. #HasJustineLandedYet (2013)

2.1. Context and shamed person

Unlike the Central Park birdwatching incident, Justine Sacco did not engage in any
confrontation with another person; actually, the precipitating fact was a joke she posted on the
internet directed at no one in particular. The distinguishing aspect of Sacco’s case is that,
because she was on an international flight, her online shaming became a countdown of
excitement, fun and rage until the moment she would land and realize she was a world trending

topic and a public pariah. Later, Sacco’s case became widely known due to being profiled in
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journalist Jon Ronson’s New York Times article (2015a) and book, So You Have Been Publicly

Shamed (2016).

2.2. The fact and its publicization

In December 2013, Justine Sacco was about to board an eleven-hour flight to South
Africa to visit her family, whose members were long-time defenders of racial equality and
supporters of Nelson Mandela’s party, the African National Congress (Ronson, 2015a). Sacco
was 30 years old at the time and worked as a high-ranking public relations manager at
InterActivCorp (IAC) (Ronson, 2015a). She had a Twitter account with 170 followers, and,
before boarding, she decided to write a post: “Going to Africa. Hope I don’t get AIDS. Just
kidding. I'm white!” (Vingiano, 2013). On a later occasion, Sacco explained that her tweet was
not supposed to be interpreted literally as making fun of the AIDS epidemic in Africa, but as a
joke about privileged people who think in such a narrow way (Ronson, 2015a). Sacco, then, took

her flight and went offline.

In this case, the fact and its publicization are the same single act, that is, a joke tweeted
by Sacco. She had a small Twitter following, but one of those followers was able to reach out to
someone with a much larger audience, making Sacco’s tweet go viral. According to Buzzfeed
(Vingiano, 2013), while Sacco’s phone was on airplane mode, one of her Twitter followers sent
the AIDS tweet to journalist Sam Biddle, who retweeted it. Biddle had approximately 15,000
followers, and he commented on Sacco’s message, criticizing it and identifying Sacco’s job and
employer: “Very funny/cool AIDS/Africa joke from IAC’s head of corporate communications,
great work”. Buzzfeed also reports that other journalists, also started interacting with Sacco’s

account, noting that, being Friday, it was a slow news day.
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2.3. Reaction

Then, Twitter users also started to react to Sacco’s message. Some explicitly pointed out
the racism in it, saying, for example, “I love that we have no idea where @JustineSacco is going

299

because ‘Africa.”” (user S1). Others compared Sacco’s “Just kidding” expression to those who
say they are not racists because they have black friends (users S2 and S3). Among the reactions,
and while Sacco was still flying, the hashtag #HasJustineLandedYet was created (Vingiano,

2013), becoming a world-trending topic. Twitter users waited for the moment when Sacco would

land and become online, to find out that she was now the object of Twitter hate.

While Sacco was flying, the company Gogo, which supplies internet access during
flights, used the uproar to make its brand visible, tweeting, “Next time you plan to tweet
something stupid before you take off, make sure you are getting on a (@Gogo flight! CC:
@JustineSacco” (Vingiano, 2013). At the same time, non-profit organizations asked for

donations to fight AIDS (Vingiano, 2013).

Major media outlets picked up the story, such as the CNN (Stelter, 2013b) and ABC
networks (Dimitrova, 2013). Sacco’s Twitter account was searched for other misdeeds, such as
the tweet “I had a sex dream about an autistic kid last night” (Ronson, 2015a) and “I can’t be
fired for things I say while intoxicated right?” (Stelter, 2013b). The Buzzfeed Community site
created a list of “16 Tweets Justine Sacco Regrets”, such as using the word “retarded”, calling

people ugly, and making jokes about rape kits (jenvesp, 2013).

While Sacco was still flying, her employer, IAC, stated that her tweet was unacceptable

(Ronson, 2015a).
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2.4. Consequences and shamed person’s reaction

Interestingly, in Sacco’s case, consequences started to be felt at a very specific point in

time: when she landed in South Africa. As told by Ronson (2015):

When the plane landed in Cape Town and was taxiing on the runway, she turned on her phone. Right away,
she got a text from someone she hadn’t spoken to since high school: “I’m so sorry to see what’s
happening.” Sacco looked at it, baffled. Then another text: “You need to call me immediately.” It was from
her best friend, Hannah. Then her phone exploded with more texts and alerts. And then it rang. It was
Hannah. “You’re the No. 1 worldwide trend on Twitter right now,” she said.

First, Sacco deleted her tweet and Twitter account, and later she issued an apology,

classifying her tweet as needless and careless (Stelter, 2013b):

Words cannot express how sorry I am, and how necessary it is for me to apologize to the people of South
Africa, who I have offended due to a needless and careless tweet. There is an AIDS crisis taking place in
this country, that we read about in America, but do not live with or face on a continuous basis.
Unfortunately, it is terribly easy to be cavalier about an epidemic that one has never witnessed firsthand.

For being insensitive to this crisis — which does not discriminate by race, gender or sexual orientation, but
which terrifies us all uniformly — and to the millions of people living with the virus, I am ashamed.

This is my father’s country, and I was born here. I cherish my ties to South Africa and my frequent visits,
but I am in anguish knowing that my remarks have caused pain to so many people here; my family, friends
and fellow South Africans. I am very sorry for the pain I caused (Nededog, 2013).

In a few interviews with Ronson (2015a) after what happened, Sacco told him how much
she had cried and could not sleep. She also told him that, when arriving in South Africa, she was
scolded by an aunt who said Sacco could have ruined the family’s reputation as long-time
activists for social equality. Sacco lost her job and told Ronson she was unable to date any more
since any potential date would Google her and find out about the tweet. However, she told

Ronson she was determined to turn things around.

Indeed, after the episode, Sacco went to Ethiopia to do volunteer work for a month, after
which she came back to New York to be hired by a dating site (Ronson, 2015a). The hiring was
criticized by Sam Biddle, the journalist who initially retweeted Sacco’s AIDS tweet (Biddle,

2014a). So Sacco decided to invite Biddle for drinks one night, because she thought .. .this



20

couldn’t go on” (Ronson, 2015a). During their meeting, he apologized. Months later, and almost
one year after the event, Biddle (2014b) wrote a column apologizing to Sacco. By that time,

Biddle had been online public shamed for a joke he had tweeted.

In 2018, Sacco was hired as a top communications manager of the Match Group, owned
by IAC, her former employer (Wagner, 2018).

3. Lindsey Stone (2012)

Lindsey Stone’s case is different from both the cases of Sacco and Cooper in its content,
the political ideology involved: the debate is not about racism. Stone was shamed for

disrespecting the memory of dead American soldiers.

3.1. Context and shamed person

According to Ronson (2015b), in 2012, Lindsey Stone was a caregiver in a home for
people with learning disabilities—LIFE: Living Independently Forever. Her job and that of one
of her co-workers, Jamie Schuh, included taking the residents of LIFE on day trips, such as
going to the movies or bowling. Stone and Schuh also had a recurring inside joke: taking pictures
that mimicked statues or disobeyed signs. For example, they had a picture of themselves loitering

under a non-loitering sign (Rowles, 2015).

In 2012, a work trip took Stone, Schuh and the residents of LIFE to Washington, D.C.,
where they visited several national landmarks, including the Arlington National Cemetery
(Ronson, 2015b), a large, active military cemetery with the graves of over six hundred thousand
service members, veterans, and their loved ones, and location of the US Tomb of the Unknown

Soldier.
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3.2. The fact and its publicization

In the Arlington Memorial, Stone and Schuh decided to keep their recurring joke when
they saw a sign near the Tomb of the Unknown soldier that said “Arlington National Cemetery”
and “Silence and Respect,” (Ronson, 2015b). They took a photo where Lindsey is pretending to

be shouting and is showing the middle finger in front of the sign.

Schuh posted the picture on Facebook and tagged Stone, with her consent, where the
picture stayed for about a month without being noticed; Schuh’s Facebook settings did not make

the picture private (Ronson, 2015b).
3.3. Reaction

Initially, a friend who served in the military commented on the Facebook post that he
understood their joke, but that he found it tasteless and offensive; a few people agreed, but
Lindsey did not want to take it down (Ronson, 2015b). So, about one month later, Stone and

Schuh

...were in a restaurant, celebrating their birthdays... when they became aware that their phones were
vibrating repeatedly. So they went online.

“Lindsey Stone hates the military and hates soldiers who have died in foreign wars”, “You should rot in
hell”, “Just pure Evil”, “Spoke with an employee from Life [company where Stone worked] who has told
me there are veterans on the board and that she will be fired. Awaiting info on her accomplice”, “After they

EERNT3

fire her, maybe she needs to sign up as a client. Woman needs help”, “Send the dumb feminist to prison”.
There were death and rape threats. (Ronson, 2015b).

A Change.org petition was created (H, 2012) and got the support of 2,983 people,
demanding LIFE to “Fire Lindsay [sic] Stone for her disrespect of our nation while on company
time”, and justifying that “Lindsay [sic] Stone was a representative of your company while on
the trip to D.C. Her actions reflect on her employer. She showed poor judgment and lack of
character”. On the Change.org web page, people gave their reasons to sign the petition, as these

examples show:
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User L1
I'm a Marine deployed overseas. I've been in for over 15 years and have
ion of service members give ALL for the freedom of

our nation. Miss Lindsay Stone is in

seen the

e of the selfish and entitled
generation that now resides within this uals need to know

that there are consequences for their actions and when they... Leia mais

userLZ

Because my son GAVE ALL! He is laid to rest there.

Because | am a Veteran

User L4

Figure 7: A print screen of the comment section of the change.org petition "Fire Lindsay
Stone" [sic] (H, 2012). The users’ names and pictures have been anonymized.

A Facebook page called “Fire Lindsey Stone” was also created, reaching 30,000 members
(Zimmerman, 2012b), but the catchphrase soon turned into “Set Fire on Lindsey Stone”,
accompanied by death and rape threats (Rowles, 2015). In 2022, the Facebook page no longer
existed, and Facebook’s search mechanism only provided two results to posts with the words
“Fire”, “Lindsey” and “Stone”. One of them asks people to join the Fire Lindsey Stone Facebook
page (user L5). The other one, by user L6, however, was more emphatic: according to that user,
Stone lacks human decency; she deserved not only to be fired — she should also be beaten, be
made homeless, be exposed to cold weather, and apologize to every family who lost a member in

service. The user finishes by saying that the US would be better off if Stone simply died.

On Twitter, one can still find many posts on the topic. People expressed that Lindsey

deserved the treatment she was receiving and showed satisfaction when she was dismissed: they
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were happy for the weight that had been dropped on her because she disrespected a grave site

(user L7) and thrilled that she had lost her job (user L8).

The case attracted the attention of broadcast media, which showed up at Stone’s door

with cameras (Ronson, 2015b).
3.4. Consequences and the shamed person’s reaction

Initially, Lindsey tried to downplay the seriousness of her photograph; she commented on

the picture:

Whoa whoa whoa... wait... This is just us, being the douchebags that we are, challenging authority in
general. Much like the pic posted the night before, of me smoking right next to a no smoking sign.
OBVIOUSLY we meant NO disrespect to people that serve or have served our country (Zimmerman,
2012a).

LIFE put both Lindsey and Schuh on unpaid leave, stating that “This photograph in no
way reflects the opinions or values of the LIFE organization, which holds our nation’s veterans
in the highest regard...” (Zimmerman, 2012a). Stone and Schuh also published a statement
apologizing, in which they said they were sorry and recognized that the photograph was in poor
taste; they also noticed that the picture was posted on a public forum, but it was intended only for
their private amusement; moreover, they argued, the joke was just a pun with the plaque, that had

nothing to do with the meaning of the Arlington National Cemetery (Stone & Schuh, 2012).

Notwithstanding, Lindsey was fired by LIFE the next day, in her job’s parking lot since

she was not allowed inside the building. The company issued the following statement:

... we deeply regret any disrespect to members of the military and their families. The incident and publicity
has been very upsetting to the learning disabled population we serve. To protect our residents, any
comments, however well-intentioned, will be deleted. We appreciate your concern and understanding as we
focus on the care of our community (Zimmerman, 2012b).

Lindsey told Ronson (2015b) that she became obsessed with reading all the comments

about her. For almost a year, she stayed home. When she applied for jobs, she almost never got a
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response. When, more than a year later, she got a job, she became paranoid that her employer

would find out about the incident and so she was afraid to let them know about it.

Later, Ronson (2016) helped Lindsay clean her online reputation. While writing So You
Have Been Publicly Shamed, the journalist got in touch with the company Reputation.com,
which could make Lindsay’s negative results on Google disappear or at least go to the third page
of the search results. Ronson then suggested that Michael Fertik, owner of the company, use this
procedure, which can cost tens of thousands of dollars, to help Stone. Indeed, with time, the

company managed to bring positive results for Stone to the top of the Google search results page.

As of August 2025, however, a Google search for her name still produces pictures of
Stone at the Arlington National Cemetery as the top results.

4. J.K. Rowling’s anti-Trans rights tweets

4.1. Context and shamed person

J.K. Rowling’s case differs significantly from the previous ones by the simple fact that
Joanne Rowling, her real name, is the author of the highly successful Harry Potter book series.
The Harry Potter franchise made, in 2016, $25 billion in sales of books, movies, DVDs, toys and
rentals (Fahey, 2016). Rowling became the first billionaire author, but she lost that status
partially due to her donations to charity of £160 million (Weisman, n.d.). She had, in 2025, more
than 14 million followers on Twitter. This means that Rowling was not, when her shaming
happened, in any way unknown or lacking financial or media resources. As I will show, these
resources allowed her not only to keep her status and finances but also to fight back against her

shaming, reaffirming her convictions.
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In sum, J.K. Rowling was shamed because of her open defence of ideas perceived by
some as transphobic. These views are unexpected because Rowling’s involvement with the
LGBTQ+ cause is longstanding and nuanced, and she has specifically defended trans people in

the past.

In 2007, after finishing the Harry Potter series of books, Rowling revealed that a main
character, Albus Dumbledore, headmaster of Hogwarts and mentor of Harry Potter, was gay
(Coggan, 2019). She has defended this outing on other occasions, even in strong terms (Rowling,
2014, 2015; McNally, 2015), and explained that the School of Magic of Hogwarts was a safe
place for all kinds of people, including LGBT people (Strang, 2014). These statements, however,
received criticism from parts of the media, as Dumbledore’s sexuality was never explicitly

addressed in the books or movies (Coggan, 2019).

In relation to trans people, in 2017 Rowling criticized commentator Tomi Lahren for
complimenting President Donald Trump’s decision to ban transgender people from the military
(Weiss, 2021.). However, in that same year, Rowling’s image as a TERF (trans-exclusionary
radical feminist) started to be formed. On Twitter, she “liked” an article against gender self-
identification, and her public relations team explained that the “like” was an accident (Walker,
2020). An incident similar to this that happened in March 2018 had a similar explanation from
her PR team (Walker, 2020). In December 2019, for the first time, Rowling herself tweeted
criticicism of trans activism, giving her support to Maya Forstater, who had lost her job due to a

tweet saying that “men cannot change into women” (Walker, 2020).
4.2. The facts and their publicization

Finally, in June 2020, Rowling published a series of tweets and blog posts that started the

shaming process. She tweeted on June 6 a link for a news piece that used the expression “people
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who menstruate” in its headline; Rowling commented about the headline choice of words:
“‘People who menstruate’: I’m sure there used to be a word for those people. Someone help me

out. Wumbem? Wimpund? Woomud?”” (Rowling, 2020).

The post was considered a direct criticism of trans people since women who transitioned
to men do menstruate but are considered men, not women. In the face of the backlash, Rowling
doubled down on her opinions in a thread of tweets, defending her view that “sex” is a reality
and that it is essential to understand the female experience, even she declared to love trans
people (Rowling, 2020c). A few days later, she published a manifesto on her website defending
her ideas about gender and sex and saying that loosening the criteria of what a man or a woman
is exposes women to ill-intentioned men in exclusively-female spaces like lockers and bathrooms

(Rowling, 2020a).

4.3. Reaction

The online reaction to Rowling’s opinions in June 2020 was considerable, containing
critiques, cursing, and dialogue. Moreover, the subject of the discontentment was Rowling’s
opinions on trans rights, which were considered transphobic. I did not observe collective requests
that she should suffer some penalty, such as the creation of online petitions, but organized Harry

Potter fan groups such as MuggleNet did critiqued her and partially boycotted the author.

Twitter users characterized Rowling’s position as disappointing (user R1) and disgraceful
(user R2), questioning why she was willing to take a stance on this issue (user R3 and user
R2).The users also engaged in the conversation, trying to demonstrate to Rowling how she was
wrong, explaining that menstruating is not what defines someone as a woman, exemplifying with
the cases of women in menopause (user R4), with IUDs (user R5), or several other conditions

that involve not menstruating (user R6).



27

Respondents attempted to sensitize Rowling to the fact that language matters when
addressing gender issues, as feminists have done before, by using words like "firefighter" instead
of "fireman" (user R7). They also pointed out that changing language is a small step that can
nonetheless help diminish violence against trans people (user R8), and that her tweet was not
helping to create a supportive environment for trans people, who are fighting for their lives (user
R9).

As in Sacco’s case, among the responses, there were also companies that took advantage
of the debate to promote their brand. The British company The Body Shop (2020), which sells
cosmetics, tweeted the following message: “Hey @jk rowling here’s something we made
earlier, we thought you might like one! We’ve also popped in a vegan bath bomb and a copy of
Trans Rights by @paisleycurrah for you to read in the bath!” The message was accompanied by
the image of a red tote bag written “It’s bloody natural”.Many Twitter users also criticized
Rowling by cursing and insulting her: she was called a bitch (user R10), a bastard (user R11),

and told to grow up in explicit terms (user R12).

Some recommended that Twitter users stop quoting Rowling on the social network so
trans people would not see her on their timelines (user R13), while others observed that forcing
Rowling off Twitter would be hard due to her celebrity status (user R14). A journalist called for
the cancellation (Porter, 2019), and actors connected to the Harry Potter franchise (Daniel
Radcliffe, Emma Watson, Rupert Grint and Eddie Redmayne) publicly responded and criticized
Rowling’s position (Vary & Vary, 2020). Moreover, part of her fan base, represented by the
websites MuggleNet and The Leaky Cauldron, made joint announcements debunking the
author’s opinions; they also decided to no longer cover her personal and professional life if not

related to the wizarding universe of her fiction (Luu, 2020). Both websites also decided to
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always refer to Rowling using the hashtag #JKR, to make it easier to block references to her or

her tweeted opinions (Luu, 2020):

Although it is difficult to speak out against someone whose work we have so long admired, it would be
wrong not to use our platforms to counteract the harm she has caused. Our stance is firm: Transgender
women are women. Transgender men are men. Non-binary people are non-binary. Intersex people exist and
should not be forced to live in the binary. We stand with Harry Potter fans in these communities, and while
we don’t condone the mistreatment JKR has received for airing her opinions about transgender people, we
must reject her beliefs. (MuggleNet, n.d.).

However, it is important to notice that, even though there was a great backlash to
Rowling’s opinions, there were also those who supported her. She had more than 44,000
comments and retweets on her initial post, but also more than 82,000 likes. This shows that,

despite the controversy, Rowling also had a large base of support.

It is hard to say why Rowling had such support when other shamed people were simply
wiped out by public opinion, with hardly any help or defence. Many factors should be
considered: Rowling’s enormous media presence and her status as a philanthropist and author of
beloved children’s books are a couple of them. Another factor is the content: perhaps transphobia
does not cause such uproar as racism (Cooper, Sacco) or offending the supporters of dead
military members, veterans and their families (Stone). In November 2021, Rowling (2021c¢)
revealed that she had received so many death threats that she “...could paper the house” with
them. On the occasion, she reported that three trans activists had posted her family address on

Twitter (Rowling, 2021d)

4.4. Consequences

The consequences for Rowling were different from the ones suffered by Cooper, Sacco,
and Stone. In addition to the decision by fan sites MuggleNet and The Leaky Cauldron to restrict

news about her, there was news that her book sales underperformed during the month of June
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2020 (Pocock, 2020). It is worth noting that the book’s sales underperformance has not been
confirmed, nor has the causal link been established between sales and Rowling’s transphobic
tweets. However, a Harry Potter-themed book event was cancelled in New Zealand (O’Neill,
2021), and a secondary school in England gave up naming one of its houses after Rowling

(Sales, 2022). These reactions occurred more than a year after the original tweets.

On the other hand, BBC journalist Amol Rajan (2020) considered Rowling’s blog post on
trans people as one of the best pieces of writing of 2020, nominating her and four other authors
for the his lighthearted “Russell Prize” in 2020. The journalist praised Rowling’s bravery for

facing the trolling and cancelling, but most importantly for having great prose.

In 2022, Rowling did not participate in the Harry Potter twentieth anniversary special
reunion, “Return to Hogwarts”; some people believed that, due to her transphobic comments, she

was snubbed by the production (O’Connor, 2022).

The consequences faced by Rowling were, then, financial and social, but must be put into
perspective, compared to the author’s financial and social status. In this sense, it is a very
different case from that of Amy Cooper, who lost her job and had to go to an undisclosed
location due to her shaming: Rowling kept her financial and social status, with her books, plays
and movies still being released. Indeed, in 2022, a Twitter user asked Rowling “how do you
sleep at night knowing you’ve lost a whole audience from buying your books,” to which
Rowling responded, “I read my most recent royalty cheques and find the pain goes away pretty

quickly” (Rowling, 2022).
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4.5. Shamed person’s Reactions

Rowling did not retreat, ask forgiveness or excuse herself. Instead, she co-signed a letter
defending “Justice and Open Debate” (Ackerman et al., 2020). In 2021, she revealed she had
been doxxed and was receiving death threats, but wrote that, even so, “...I haven’t stopped
speaking out” (Rowling, 2021¢). In the doxxing episode, she posted the Twitter handle of the
three activists who published her address (Rowling, 2021b). The three activists received several
threatening and transphobic messages, leading them to deactivate their Twitter accounts and to

take down the information about Rowling’s address (Kelleher, 2021).

In December 2021, Rowling tweeted a critical article by The Times of London against the
Scottish Police decision to “record rapes by offenders with male genitalia as being committed by
a woman” if the offender identified as a woman. Quoting George Orwell’s 1984, she
commented: “War is Peace. Freedom is Slavery. Ignorance is Strength. The Penised Individual
Who Raped You Is a Woman” (Rowling, 2021a).

5. Adria Richards / Donglegate

5.1. Context and Shamed People

Donglegate is a peculiar case because of its double shaming: Adria Richards initially
shamed two engineers for making sexual jokes in a conference but Richards herself was shamed
for shaming the engineers. All the shamed individuals involved worked for tech companies;
maybe because of that, the shaming of Richards gained momentum in forums like Hacker News

and 4Chan, eventually reaching Twitter.

It is also interesting to notice that Richards, as a “developer evangelist” (an advocate for

tech developers) employed by tech company SendGrid had some public recognition, being a
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public speaker and participating in podcasts (Blum, 2013) and having a following on Twitter of
more than 8,000 people at the time (Richards, 2013f). The other two people involved, engineers
at PlayHaven, did not have their identities revealed, even though their picture remains on the
internet, where it can be found through searches related to the case. There is no indication that
they had a public presence as big as Richards’. All the people involved met during PyCon US
2013, which is “...the largest annual gathering for the community using and developing the

open-source Python programming language” (PyCon, n.d.).
5.2. The Shamed Fact and its Publicization

On March 17, 2013, Richards was attending one of the PyCon talks (Ronson, 2015d).
Sitting behind her, two men were chatting when they started making jokes about “forking repos”
(copying repositories) and “big dongles” (pieces of hardware used to attach computers to
cellphones) (Richards, 2013g). As reported by Ronson (2015d), who interviewed both Richards

and the engineers:

He [one of the men seated behind Richards] murmured the joke to his friend ... “It was so bad, I don’t
remember the exact words,” he said. “Something about a fictitious piece of hardware that has a really big
dongle, a ridiculous dongle... It wasn’t even conversation-level volume.”

Adria, however, overheard their conversation and became bothered by its sexual content;
it was not the first time she had to deal with this kind of joke in a professional environment, and

she told herself “...if they made one more sexual joke, I’d say something” (Richards, 2013g).

On her blog, Richards (2013g) wrote that, at that moment, the speaker onstage showed a
picture of a little girl learning how to code, and, because of it, she decided to take action: “I
realized I had to do something or she would never have the chance 